istered subcutaneously 30 minutes before training (5), we sought to determine whether such injections of amphetamine also antagonize the effects of cycloheximide on activity. Mice were first injected with cycloheximide; 3 hours and 45 minutes later, they were injected subcutaneously with amphetamine (1 mg/kg) or saline. This interval between drug injections is the same one employed in memory studies, where amphetamine, but not saline, was found to antagonize the effect of cycloheximide. Activity was measured continuously during the 1st hour after amphetamine or saline injection. Mice given cycloheximide and saline (N = 8) exhibited marked inhibition of activity during this period; their activity was significantly less than that of mice given only saline (Fig. 1 ) before activity (P < .01). Amphetamine (N= 8) did not antagonize the depression of activity. Thus, the effect of amphetamine on memory in cycloheximide-treated mice (5) is not correlated with a measurable increase in activity.
4. L. Squire, A. Geller, M. E. Jarvik, Commun. Behav. Blol. A4, 249 (1970 ) , we determined that this sample had a negligible inhibitory effect (12 percent) on cerebral protein synthesis. 8. For training, a mouse was placed in the stem of the T maze; after 5 seconds, shock (0.4 ma) was applied through the grid floor. The shock was terminated when the mouse entered the dark limb of the maze. The mouse was
Mendelson (1) reported that rats in the presence of relevant goal objects (for example, food for a stimulus-bound eater) while receiving rewarding hypothalamic stimulation turn off the stimulation less frequently than rats do when there are no relevant goal objects. (1) presented interesting models for the transport of DDT (2) through several trophic levels. Their models essentially represent a series of mass transfer equations in a homogeneous spatial medium. Harrison et al. claim that the models they propose are "sufficiently descriptive to yield the general nature of population response, and to make possible the prediction that a significant variation of a predator population would cause upsets throughout the entire system, some of which might be of sufficient magnitude to create 'out-of-control' conditions." However, nowhere in the article does there appear a verification analysis of the models proposed which would lend even minimum support to such a contention.
A verification analysis should compare the analytical model to observed data from the real world. Such an analysis is basic to a systems analysis of any phenomenon. Second, in Hu's experiment there was no response available to the animals to turn off the stimulation, whereas in my experiment there was. The decrease in activity produced by introducing food under Hu's conditions by no means proves that activity would decrease in a similar fashion when food is made available to animals given an opportunity to perform a well-practiced response to terminate the stimulation. Lapping up the food could slow down the animals' locomotions toward the OFF side, but reference to table 1 of my report indicates that they could -walk over to the OFF side within 12 to 22 seconds while feeding; why then, did two animals spend averages of over 100 seconds on the ON side when food was available? The magnitude of these effects is much too great to be accounted for solely in terms of the slowdown in locomotion produced by feeding. Third, Hu failed to first measure his rats' preferred durations of stimulation and then use these durations in the main part of the experiment. Rather, he arbitrarily selected a stimulus duration of 47 seconds which corresponds neither to the median duration of 14 seconds selected by my rats while the shuttle box was empty, nor to the median of 31.5 seconds selected when the floor was covered with appropriate goal objects. Similarly he arbitrarily selected an interstimulus interval (OFF duration) of 47 seconds which is much greater than the OFF durations selected by my animals (3 to 5 seconds in each condition).
In Hu's experiment the rats received the same long duration of stimulation both in the presence and absence of food, while in my experiment the durations received were more than twice as long with food as without. In my experiment the animals themselves controlled the durations of stimulation, so that aversive stimulation was minimized. In Hu's experiment it may have been that the aversive quality of long durations of stimulation was responsible for the increase in activity which occurred in the empty-box condition. In fact, it is possible that Hu's rats' activity did not increase during the stimulation received in the empty box until after the intracranial stimulation (ICS) had been on for a period of time that exceeded the durations which the rats would have selected, that is, until after it had become aversive. When Hu produced an increase in activity by removing the food from his box, the increased 86 activity could have been due either to the absence of food or to the extremely long (and presumably aversive) durations of ICS imposed on the animals. Hu confounds these two variables. In my experiment the rats rarely received aversive stimulation under either condition since they themselves controlled the ICS durations. Hu should have determined preferred durations under the food and empty conditions and then programed these durations into the animals, matching each predetermined preferred duration to the appropriate condition.
But even had Hu done this, his "control" experiment would still be unsatisfactory, since programing preferred durations of brain stimulation into rats does not guarantee that they will be rewarding. Indeed, Steiner et al. (3) have shown that rats will tend to escape from such stimulation. This suggests that to insure that ICS is rewarding we must let the rat itself choose how much stimulation it will receive and when it will receive it. The activity generated by self-selected (rewarding) durations of brain stimulation may be quite different from that generated by (aversive) stimulation which is imposed on the rat by the experimenter.
It is not correct, as I stated (1) , that visitors to the Algiers meeting of the sedimentology group were invited to "confirm or deny" the existence of a Saharan Ordovician ice age. Under the auspices of the Institut Francais du Petrole of Paris, field workers had laid out the geology of this region and had established the existence of such an ice age. I tried to bring out that there was a convergence of evidence from paleomagnetists, paleontologists, and field workers. To the field geologists S. Beuf, B. Biju Duval, 0. de Charpal, and P. 
